Over a thousand rhinos were killed in 2013 and 2014 as the poaching crisis in Southern Africa reached massive proportions, with major consequences for conservation and other political dynamics in the region. The article documents these dynamics in the context of the ongoing development and establishment of "peace parks": large conservation areas that cross international state boundaries. The rhino-poaching crisis has affected peace parks in the region, especially the flagship Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park between South Africa, Mozambique and Zimbabwe. In order to save both peace parks and rhinos, key actors such as the South African government, the Peace Parks Foundation, and the general public responded to the poaching crisis with increasingly desperate measures, including the deployment of a variety of violent tactics and instruments. The article critically examines these methods of 'green violence' and places them within the broader historical and contemporary contexts of violence in the region and in the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. It concludes that attempting to save peace parks through 'green violence' represents a contradiction, but that this contradiction is no longer recognized as such, given the historical positioning of peace parks in the region and popular discourses of placing poachers in a 'space of exception'. THE RHINO-POACHING CRISIS IN SOUTH AFRICA became a major national and international drama in 2013 when the number of rhinos poached reached 1,004. It seemed to represent the crossing of a threshold, engendering feelings of rage, retribution, and a stream of calls to action by the public, conservation agencies, and many others. In turn, the poaching crisis *Bram Büscher (bram.buscher@wur.nl) is Professor and Chair of the Sociology of Development and Change group at Wageningen University and holds visiting positions at the
severely changed general conservation efforts, with budgets being redirected to tackle what was increasingly referred to as the 'war on poaching ' . 1 This article places the 'war on poaching' in a broader political-economic and historical perspective in order to provide a deeper understanding of why many actors responded to the poaching crisis with what we call 'green violence': the deployment of violent instruments and tactics towards the protection of nature and various ideas and aspirations related to nature conservation.
In doing so, we pay particular attention to efforts to promote "peace parks" in the Southern African region. Peace parks are large conservation areas that cross international state boundaries and are intended to save biodiversity, enable community development, and lead to international cooperation and peace as a result of countries working together in joint institutions. Since the mid-1990s, peace parks have been at the centre of regional conservation efforts, and a massive amount of international and national funding has gone into making them a success. 2 Following the cessation of interest in and funding for community-based conservation by donor agencies, peace parks have been portrayed as the 'telos' of conservation: conservation the way it ideally should be. 3 One of the staunchest supporters of and fundraisers for peace parks, the NGO Peace Parks Foundation (PPF), even refers to them as 'the global solution'. 4 It is this 'global solution' or 'telos' of conservation that is now under severe pressure because of the rhino-poaching crisis. According to the PPF, Southern Africa's competitive advantage in ecotourism is its wildlife, with a very large number of livelihoods dependent on the industry. Wildlife crime has now reached a level where it is threatening the continued existence of the region's transfrontier conservation areas. 5 The rhino-poaching crisis is particularly painful for the PPF. The Foundation has been at the centre of efforts to establish and implement peace parks across Southern Africa. We argue that much of PPF's work has been undone by the poaching crisis -not just at the seams, but at the core of the concept itself. 6 We show that saving Southern Africa's peace parks is becoming, ironically, an increasingly violent affair. Extending the concept of 'green militarization' 7 into a broader concept of 'green violence', our analysis builds on longer histories of violence and militarization in the region and its conservation areas. As the PPF, the South African government, and a vocal public that appears to be mostly white fear that the poaching crisis will decimate an iconic species and undo the peace parks project, we show that all three groups of actors engage in activities that go against the ideas of peace and harmony that peace parks are supposed to embody. Moreover, we argue that two factors help to legitimize and encourage this green violence. The first is the historical positioning of peace parks in the region as the 'telos' of conservation, with little consideration of the region's violent past, while the second is popular discourses that place poachers in a 'space of exception' where their right to life no longer applies. 8 As a result of these two factors, the contradiction of using green violence to save peace parks is not recognized by many actors.
Our argument is based on interviews carried out in South Africa from January to May 2014, as well as research carried out on and in relation to the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP) between South Africa, Mozambique, and Zimbabwe over the last ten to fifteen years by both authors. 9 The GLTP is at the centre of both the rhino-poaching crisis and the peace parks agenda. The Kruger National Park, as one of the main parks comprising the GLTP, holds the largest rhino population globally and has therefore become the main target of poachers. The majority of foreign nationals involved in rhino poaching are said to be Mozambicans, 10 and Elizabeth Lunstrum observed that some of the areas from which several Mozambican communities were displaced during the creation of the GLTP 'have become important sites for recruiting poachers'.
11 According to retired South African Defence Force Major General Johan Jooste, who leads anti-poaching operations in the Kruger National Park, 77 poachers were 'neutralized' in Mozambique in 2014.
12 At the same time, the GLTP has always been the flagship peace park. Therefore, rhino poaching and its consequences not only threaten the GLTP but also potentially the entire peace parks project in the region, as peace parks are sliding into 'war parks'.
The first section of the article presents a brief discussion of the history of conservation and violence in the region, followed by a reinterpretation of the origins of peace parks, which emphasizes how the South African government and proponents of peace parks have avoided engaging with this violent history. The article then analyses three dimensions of green violence employed in the defence of peace parks: material, social, and discursive green violence.
Conservation and violence in Southern Africa
The ongoing militarization of the Kruger National Park and the war against poachers in the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park should be understood in the broader context of the genealogy of violence in Southern Africa, particularly the violence associated with liberation struggles and ideologically divisive Cold War politics. Pretoria's counter-revolutionary strategy and the consequent militarization of the struggle in Southern Africa sidelined socio-economic change and immersed South Africa and Rhodesia in the 'international defence and intelligence community'. 13 The consequent hardships that the region experienced in the 1980s were, according to John Daniel, among 'the greatest crimes of the twentieth century'.
14 We briefly recount this history in order to situate the connections between political violence, wildlife conservation, and the emergence of peace parks.
The so-called war against communism in Southern Africa had important links with nature conservation. In the 1980s, anti-poaching measures brought the relationship between conservation organizations and agencies and militarization in the region into public scrutiny focusing on Operation 17 Using its base in the suburb of Hatfield (Pretoria), Operation Lock gathered intelligence while training, equipping, and working with the anti-poaching units of conservation agencies in Southern Africa in an effort to combat the illegal trade in ivory and rhino horn. 18 Prior to this operation, the apartheid state was giving military support to 'anti-government insurrectionary forces, namely, the Uniao Nacional para a Independência Total de Angola (UNITA) in Angola and the Resistência Nacional Moçambicana (RENAMO)' in Mozambique as part of South Africa's strategy to destabilize the region. 19 In pursuit of that strategy the South African Military Intelligence Division was involved in smuggling ivory and rhino horn to support UNITA's operations. 20 The involvement of the South African Defence Force (SADF) in this illicit trade 'was sanctioned by General Magnus Malan, at that time the Commander-in-Chief of the SADF'. 21 Members of the Military Intelligence Division were also involved in Operation Lock. 22 Our point here is that poaching and anti-poaching were integral to South Africa's regional destabilization programme. 23 Significantly, the war against communism, the regional spread of conservation efforts, and the involvement of conservation groups in that war interwove poaching and liberation struggles, with game rangers often conflating liberation armies and poachers in order to maintain conservation areas as white territories. For example, take the famous conservationist Nick Steele, who networked 'with all kinds of security-related organizations and securityoriented like-minded people inside and outside South Africa, who all used 15 24 This conflation mirrored apartheid's stereotypes about blacks as poachers, which was itself rooted in colonialists' encounters and competition with black hunters. 25 In brief, Cold War politics created conditions for the militarization of the region as the Western and Eastern blocs competed for control and influence over Southern African nations and liberation movements. At the same time there was increased militarization of conservation, through Operation Lock and other initiatives. In post-apartheid Southern Africa, rhino poaching provides the rationale for the militarization of conservation, and this process is magnified in the GLTP, as we show below. First, however, it is important to situate peace parks in this historical context.
Peace without redress: peace parks in Southern Africa re-examined
While little was done to deal with the war crimes against humanity in the region, 26 South African society tried to come to terms with apartheid atrocities through the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. The Commission brought into an open dialogue victims of gross human rights violations, perpetrators on both sides of the conflict, and collaborators with the apartheid state or the liberation movements. 27 The merits and weaknesses of this model of reconciliation have been discussed elsewhere. 28 In terms of our focus, the need for reconciliation and peace building in South Africa was embodied in Nelson Mandela's actions. He threw his weight behind Southern African peace parks at a time when there was a deafening silence about dealing with regional atrocities committed by apartheid South Africa. 29 We argue that peace parks stepped into this political vacuum created by the absence of a politically driven healing process between South Africa and its neighbours. At the end of apartheid, peace parks were proposed as an instrument for fostering a peaceful coexistence of Southern African states, but this proposal did not include action to redress the lasting impact of South Africa's apartheid past in the region. Peace parks instead focused on and actively marketed ideals of peace, cooperation, and harmony that were incontestable and anti-political. 30 The creation of peace parks was led by South African billionaire and one-time member of the Afrikaner Broederbond, Anton Rupert, and his longtime friend Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands. 31 These two people had led the Southern African Nature Foundation (SANF) and WWF International, respectively, since the 1960s. 32 Importantly, the SANF's nature conservation projects in South Africa and neighbouring countries formed the basis for peace parks. As such, the SANF provided the foundation for WWF-South Africa and the Peace Parks Foundation, formed in 1997 under Rupert's leadership. Nelson Mandela was made an honorary patron of the Peace Parks Foundation and gave 'this exciting initiative' his 'fullest support'. 33 The trio of Bernhard, Mandela, and Rupert subsequently consolidated the project of peace parks as a feature of the region. After Rupert's passing in 2006, South African politicians, businesses, and the media presented peace parks as Rupert's biggest legacy to Africa. 34 While Mandela brought hope to South Africa through reconciliation and forgiveness, Rupert tried the same through peace parks. Both legacies did not necessarily correspond to underlying realities, 35 but they were largely maintained as ideals and out of respect for the individuals. While Mandela's legacy grew, the peace park legacy of hope and peaceful coexistence came under serious threat from poaching and the responses to it. Thus, we argue that poaching is not only a threat to wildlife, but also poses the greatest threat to the phenomenon of peace parks in the region.
Some observers saw this threat to wildlife coming before the current poaching crisis. In 2004, Gary Strydom wrote:
I do not believe that Mozambique or Zimbabwe have the resources or the political will to manage their parts of a super park. Open borders will lead to an increase in poaching, car theft rackets, firearm smuggling and drug smuggling. And in the long term it will be the wildlife that suffers in these unmanaged places.
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This sentiment was still evident in 2015 in a petition displayed on the website www.change.org that was signed by over 13,000 people. The petition states: 
GREEN VIOLENCE
We all know that most of the poachers come from Mozambique and that they have increased the poaching since the border fences were taken down. The time has now come to put these fences up again and to increase the military in this area to bring the poaching under control. 37 Furthermore, the SANParks Times issue of March 2014, which carried news of a major grant awarded to the PPF to tackle rhino poaching (discussed below), also prominently printed a reader's letter entitled 'Please re-erect the fence in the Kruger'.
38 Sentiments such as these can be read as direct opposition to peace parks, especially when they involve countries such as Mozambique that many South Africans do not seem to trust or regard with confidence. 39 Crucially, they also need to be seen within the larger historical context of the political vacuum referred to above, namely that there was no redress for the damage and suffering caused by white minority governments in the region.
The popular legacies of the three founders of the Peace Parks Foundation further reinforced this dynamic. Mandela was a sovereign statesman and international icon who brought parties together and looked beyond reparations via forgiveness to a more harmonious future. Prince Bernhard was sovereign royalty, not politically accountable in the Dutch political system, and also carried an aura of standing above history, including his own rather ambiguous past. 40 Anton Rupert exuded a form of sovereignty based on his business success and accumulated wealth, whereby the question of how he had made his money in the past habitually gave way to how he used this wealth to support philanthropic ideals for the future. The (negative) histories of the founders of the PPF have often been de-emphasized vis-à-vis their role in supporting projects and discourses around idealistic futures. Similarly, the idea of peace parks was intended to transcend the painful past of the region and embed a focus on peace, harmony, and co-existence in regional space, 41 as we noted above. 37 . Sabine Anderson, 'Re-erect the fence along the border of the Kruger Park and Mozambique and bring in the military to guard our borders against poachers!', n.d., <http:// www.change.org/en-GB/petitions/president-jacob-zuma-re-erect-the-fence-along-the-borderof-the-kruger-park-and-mozambique-and-bring-in-the-military-to-guard-our-borders> (26 . The petition is evidence of a lingering perception that poaching in the GLTP is related to the removal of the fence. We do not go into the merit of this perception here. Relevant ministries in Mozambique and South Africa also recommended erecting an effective fence around the GLTP 'in order to halt human incursions into the conservation area and as a means of curbing poaching'; see South African Department of Environmental Affairs, 'South Africa and Mozambique agree', p. 2. Against this backdrop, the rhino-poaching crisis has torn open old wounds, anxieties, and distrust that have not yet been addressed, particularly between a (mostly) white public in South Africa and (mostly) 'black poachers' from Mozambique. These categorizations, it is important to note, are rather blunt, as public anxiety is not restricted to whites and poaching is not restricted to blacks. It is also difficult to gain precise numbers in what is a very fluid and public debate. However, 'green violence' cannot be understood without taking into account historical and contemporary racial dynamics. Significantly, it has been difficult for the peace parks idea to address old wounds because of the way it was operationalized as the telos of conservation, with a focus on idealized, dream-like futures. As David Hughes and Stephen Ellis have shown, the emergence of peace parks at the end of apartheid was an attempt by white South Africans to hold onto parts of Africa as their own. 42 Thus the peace parks story, because of its location within the regional context, means that the impact of the rhino crisis represents not just a crisis of a species but also a crisis of the dreams of white belonging in and to Africa.
Rhino poaching and green violence
The above history of peace parks within the regional political economy is not often mentioned in conservation discourses, yet it is crucial to understanding the current green violence going on in the Kruger National Park and the GLTP. Our concept of 'green violence' builds on Lunstrum's idea of green militarization, which she describes as 'the use of military and paramilitary personnel, training, technologies, and partnerships in the pursuit of conservation efforts'. 43 While acknowledging that green militarization has a long history, Lunstrum shows that it is taking on new forms, particularly in the Kruger National Park as a response to the rhino-poaching crisis:
The militarization of conservation practice in Kruger, and the subsequent militarization of the park itself, is striking in several respects. It is characterized by multiple layers of militarization, from the ground to the skies, and enabled by a range of actors, including rangers, soldiers, military leaders, and military firms, both public and private. It also emerges from what is essentially an arms race between poachers and anti-poaching forces; as each side becomes more sophisticated and potentially lethal via militarized methods and technologies, the other follows suit to keep up. The resulting state-side militarization in particular has proven lethal, with over 300 suspected poachers killed over the last five years. 44 We believe that the concept of green militarization is appropriate, but we aim to go a step further to talk more generally about 'green violence'. We argue that it is not only the militarization of conservation around Kruger National Park and the GLTP that is striking, but also the broader range of violent practices engendered by the rhino-poaching crisis and the concomitant drive to save Southern African peace parks. We conceptualize green violence as the deployment of violent instruments and tactics towards the protection of nature and ideas and aspirations related to nature conservation. Green violence denotes material and non-material aspects of violence and the manner in which violence takes social and linguistic form. Importantly, this also moves our concept of green violence beyond green criminological perspectives that narrowly focus on 'harm against environments, humanity and other animals' 45 and their often singular attention to perpetrators of crime (in our case, local poachers and the international criminal syndicates they collude with), their operations, and social and environmental harms associated with the exploitation of natural resources. 46 As is clear from the above discussions, green violence can only be understood by explicitly and openly acknowledging the broader social, political, and economic contexts within which violence is perpetrated.
While recognizing that green violence entails many different forms, we argue that three types of such practices were especially prominent in saving ( peace) parks: material, social, and discursive violence. These three forms of green violence, which we will discuss in turn, differ quite radically. This, however, is precisely the point: they help us understand the wide range of violent tactics employed in the defence of rhinos and peace parks, and in the process say something about the broader Southern African political condition.
Material violence
Material green violence includes but is more than green militarization. Lunstrum uses green militarization to emphasize how spatial qualities of protected areas intersect with conservation values and ideas about national sovereignty to legitimize the use of military force. 47 In our view, however, the emphasis on militarization limits the wide range of material violent practices observed in the defence of conservation, both presently and historically. 48 While Lunstrum points towards a wider range of practices, she stops short of truly integrating and emphasizing the links between militarization and several other important aspects of material violence such as the link between anti-poaching measures and a broader security complex, the way that practices of material violence directly and indirectly affect people and nature, and how violence becomes a method of choice.
At a broader security level, the rhino and general wildlife poaching crisis, to which green militarization responds, is increasingly seen as being linked to the security-terrorist complex. Whether this is true is debatable, 49 but the claim that profits from poaching are funding terrorist organizations such as al-Qaeda, al-Shabaab, and the Lord's Resistance Movement had wider implications for the ways in which 'wildlife wars' are conducted. 50 These wars became entangled with issues of national security, thereby blurring the boundaries between military operations, poaching, and antipoaching strategies. For example, Varun Vira and Thomas Ewing claim that 'al-Shabaab and Somali criminal networks are profiting off Kenyan elephants killed by poachers using weapons leaked from local security forces'. 51 The link between anti-poaching and terrorism places conservation organizations in an awkward position in terms of fundraising for conservation, as the case of Operation Lock has shown. Reminiscent of the Southern African region during the Cold War, a partnership between the defence and conservation communities, as suggested at the London Conference on the Illegal Wildlife Trade of February 2014, 52 is having unintended consequences for the conservation enterprise. Such a partnership implies that rangers who never joined the army nor signed up for 'war' are all of a sudden finding themselves in a situation where they might be killed in gunfights. The International Union for Conservation of Nature estimates that 'more than 1,000 rangers have been killed worldwide and many more 53 According to Chris Galliers of the Game Rangers Association of Africa, 60 percent of the rangers killed in 2013 were African. 54 This makes the profession unattractive to many potential new recruits. 55 As a result of the way things have evolved, the ranger has become a 'quasi-military sovereignty protector'. 56 Obviously, warfare techniques do not only render violence visible but also have other direct and indirect material effects on nature and people. Warfare can violate and conserve nature, both of which outcomes often have major impacts on the livelihoods and security of people close to or inhabiting conservation spaces. 57 For example, the militarization of the GLTP affects Community-Based Natural Resources Management initiatives that, despite their own problems, hold better prospects for park-people relations than warfare: recently agreed schemes for local people to access resources in the park were undermined and halted by the rhino-poaching crisis.
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As a result, and in combination with ongoing anti-poaching campaigns in the GLTP, community-park relationships were being restructured in ways that integrated them into campaigns against rhino poaching. Both high officials in Kruger and the united private game reserves west of Kruger stated in interviews that they were 'massively' investing in informant networks, creating new types of internal surveillance within communities.
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Communities therefore also form part of the Kruger National Park's grand strategy to counter rhino poaching. 60 The result was often a narrowing of livelihood options for communities living on or adjacent to areas considered crucial in the fight against rhino poachers. The war against poachers risks dividing local communities into 'good citizens' (informants) and 'bad citizens' ( poachers and those working with poaching syndicates). This division does not augur well for community cohesion, while the war on poachers restrains access to natural resources by community members. Hence we consider this part of material green violence. Finally, we deal with the question of how violence becomes a method of choice. Declarations of war rest on assumptions that avenues for peaceful settlement are either closed or absent, yet war is one choice among other options. Officials in the Kruger National Park presented violence as one of the main methods available to them, yet the strategies and tactics they used are a matter of choice. We argue that such a choice also helped the Peace Parks Foundation to defend the ideals of peace parks. The general hired to combat poaching by Kruger has, for instance, unveiled a combat plan that includes re-establishing 'fortress Kruger' 61 and 'a hot pursuit option' by which the South African army and rangers could enter Mozambique in pursuit of poachers. 62 Hence, and in contrast to the 2002 Treaty of the GLTP that upholds state sovereignty, the South African Minister of Environmental Affairs and the Mozambican Minister of Tourism recommended a joint law enforcement operation in the GLTP that includes the 'revival of cross-border hot pursuits' in 2013. 63 Subsequently, the two countries signed a Memorandum of Understanding on biodiversity conservation and management on 17 April 2014. This was followed by the agreement to deal with wildlife crime signed by the Mozambican government, Joaquim Chissano Foundation, and the PPF on 29 October 2014. 64 
Social violence
Social violence, according to Arthur Kleinman, relates to effects that 'social orders -local, national, global -bring to bear on people', for example through institutions that 'protect some while exposing others to the brutal vectors of economic and political power' but also through images and practices that do violence to the 'moral order'.
65 This is a very broad conceptualization with many dimensions that we cannot go into here. What we focus on is the (ab)use of social power in pursuit of the protection of nature and ideas and aspirations related to nature conservation. This is, we argue, how we should understand the tactics of the Peace Parks Foundation when they opted for an 'out-of-the-box' solution to rhino poaching, namely rhino horn infusion.
Rhino horn infusion involves infusing horns with poison and dye in order to devalue horns and thus scare potential poachers and render the product unusable for end-market consumers. While not the inventors of the idea or method, rhino horn infusion seemed to provide an ideal approach for the PPF to help the South African government, SANParks, and other organizations get a grip on rampant rhino poaching and so help save peace parks. As the PPF started backing rhino horn infusion, a process of social violence ensued that consisted of both harming the public moral order 66 and the (ab)use of social power in pursuit of conservation-related ideas and aspirations. Here we focus on the publicity around the awarding of the Dutch Postcode Lottery's 'dreamfund' of nearly 14.4 million euros to the PPF in early February 2014 for the 'Rhino Rubicon' project, which was based on questionable premises. 67 We also, very briefly, discuss the aftermath when this was subsequently pointed out in the media and the PPF reacted by trying to silence the (negative) debate surrounding the dreamfund money.
The awarding of the dreamfund is the highlight of the annual Dutch Postcode Lottery's 'Good Money Gala'. At the 2014 event, it was the Dutch prime minister who announced the dreamfund, stating: in a recent trial, the Peace Parks Foundation treated rhino horns with chemicals, making them worthless. This approach has become so successful that it has become the key to stopping poachers and saving the rhino. 68 The postcode lottery website similarly stated that the project's objective is to 'treat the majority of the still-living rhinos in nine African countries', 69 while the Dutch PPF director Mr John Loudon stressed that the PPF will treat and render the 'majority of all rhino horns across the globe' 'totally worthless', and so 'save at least one animal species'. 70 The success of the project, according to the PPF, seemed guaranteed. This is stated on the postcode lottery website, by the PPF itself, 71 and was also emphasized by Mr Loudon, who argued that in the area where they tested toxic infusionTembe and Ndumo reserves in KwaZulu Natal -not one single poacher had since entered the area. 72 Our research in South Africa from January to May 2014, including interviews with many key involved players, indicated that three central statements around the rewarding of the dreamfund did not add up.
The first statement that rhino horn infusion renders horns 'totally worthless' is heavily contested, and most of the available evidence points in the opposite direction.
73 SANParks and KZN Wildlife scientific staff, for example, concluded that horn infusion has not been shown to penetrate horns and that it 'is not a poaching deterrent, but an unnecessary deception'. 74 Even the Rhino Rescue Project, the original inventors of the method, agreed that scientific evidence is disputed and that it cannot be said that infusion will render a horn 'totally worthless'. 75 The second statement, that the PPF will 'treat the majority of the stillliving rhinos in nine African countries', 76 is highly improbable for two reasons. First, the many key actors needed to achieve this were not convinced by rhino horn infusion, or would not cooperate for other reasons, and second, it is practically impossible. Most importantly, key personnel at the Kruger National Park refused to partake in any horn infusion treatments and strongly believe that it does not work. 77 Considering that of the approximately 25,000 rhinos currently in Africa around 8,000 to 10,000 live in the Kruger National Park, this makes it unfeasible to treat 'the majority of all rhinos on the planet'.
78
Many South African private rhino owners, who own around 25 percent of all rhinos in the country, 79 also were not keen on rhino horn infusion, because they were pushing for the legalization of trade in horn and did not want to render their ware 'totally worthless'. 80 The South African government has long been a proponent of 'sustainable use' of wildlife and wildlife products, and repeatedly put forth proposals to the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora to lift the ban on rhino horn trade so that rhino horn owners could trade their stockpiles and use the proceeds for rhino conservation. 81 Whether the reasoning behind this proposal is valid is not of concern here, though clearly it is highly contested. 82 The question that should be asked, then, is why the South African government would want to make horns 'worthless' if it wishes to trade them.
Besides the fact that Kruger National Park officials and many private rhino owners are highly sceptical and might not choose to cooperate, it is practically impossible to treat so many rhinos. The treatment procedure takes a great deal of time and places high demands on manpower. Moreover, treatments would have to be repeated every three to four years (a full horn growth cycle) in order to be effective. 83 Others have pointed out that the PPF knew that the Kruger National Park and other crucial actors had major doubts and shown little inclination to cooperate before they went to pick up the dreamfund. 84 Although the PPF had offered to treat the Kruger rhinos, it was already clear that -despite official SANParks endorsement -many senior Kruger officials believed this was not a possibility they were willing to entertain. 85 The third statement relates to how the publicity around the dreamfund award ceremony solely referred to the PPF as the organization that had treated the horns and would do so in the roll-out of the dreamfund project. Yet, it was the Rhino Rescue Project that developed and implemented all chemical horn infusion treatments. This was initially acknowledged by the PPF who had approached the Dutch Postcode Lottery on 10 June 2013 'with a concept note to provide funding for the treatment of rhino horn based on the methods developed by RRP'. 86 Before the dreamfund award ceremony, however, the PPF excluded the Rhino Rescue Project as a possible partner from the revised application that was submitted to the dreamfund adjudication committee on 17 January 2014.
87 By this time, the PPF was thinking about broader methods of horn devaluation. Both these decisions, however, were not communicated in the publicity around the awarding of the dreamfund, which was exclusively about rhino horn infusion as practised by the Rhino Rescue Project and showed videos of the Rhino Rescue Project at work. Moreover, the Rhino Rescue Project was still asked by the PPF to do a trial demonstration of the horn infusion method on 10 January 2014, which Mr John Loudon, the Dutch PPF director, attended and referred to as a 'beautiful' and 'tranquil' procedure. 88 All this led Lorinda Hern, the owner of the Rhino Rescue Project, to comment later in the media:
The foundation used intellectual property belonging to the Rhino Rescue Project, which championed chemical infusion of horns as an anti-poaching strategy, in the first proposal. … The PPF threw us in front of the bus once they got the money from the Dutch. These guys work in the most extraordinary way -they used us to get the money, then they ditched us and rewrote their funding application, writing us out of the project once they received the money.
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Taking these points into consideration we conclude that the postcode lottery dreamfund award ceremony and the publicity around it were based on statements that were known to be unconvincing, and occurred within a broader context that called into question the efficacy of rhino horn infusion. Yet, when this was brought into the Dutch and South African media from June to September 2014, the PPF tried to silence this critique, and did so by using the social power that it had accumulated through its national and international networks of sponsors, wealthy individuals, and other elites. a less visible or even unlikely form of violence, since it is neither 'brutal' nor 'extreme'. It is nonetheless 'violence that is multiple, mundane and perhaps all the more fundamental because it is the hidden or secret violence out of which images of people are shaped, experiences of groups are coerced, and agency itself is engendered'. 95 In this light, the actions of the PPF are perhaps most important in terms of the political objective they served: the defence of a particular 'dream' of peace parks that, we concluded above, did little to acknowledge historical and current suffering, and the racialized, unequal political economies of which it is part.
Discursive violence: celebrating death
The previous examples offer two very different perspectives on green violence in relation to the rhino-poaching crisis and the defence of peace parks. However, they are one element in a culture and politics of violence that characterize South African society more broadly, in which the rhino-poaching crisis has enabled a group of very vocal and mostly white people to air more general feelings of rage and violence. These behaviours were not encouraged by the PPF or the South African government. However, one aspect of these activities is worth mentioning here because it helps to demonstrate the atmosphere surrounding these events, namely the way in which social media provided a platform for online discourses of violence in relation to the poaching crisis.
Following Michael Karlberg, we understand discourse to entail the development of a collective and patterned mode of thinking and communication aimed at shaping worldviews and influencing human behaviour. 96 In the context of the poaching debate, online platforms have been used to develop discourses and ways of thinking about poachers and what should happen to them that are highly problematic. One element of these discourses relates to celebrating the death of poachers, of which the following comments to a Facebook post announcing the death of two suspected poachers provide an extreme but increasingly common illustration: Comment by C: Aha yes totally agree … but then if I follow that through there would be very few humans left on earth -which would be a good thing for the earth of course. But I am not the judge. Rapists and killers of other humans are tried and then sentenced (and yes, I think we should have the death penalty back).
Comment by B: Nah. I don't even respect their right to life. They do not begin to display the faintest smattering of RESPECT and therefore will not receive mine. If we are going to respect their right to life it simply means we agree that poachers should not be shot on sight. And I certainly do not agree with that!! These and similar examples seem to suggest that social media have enabled extremist discourses geared towards protecting rhinos at all cost. In these discourses, the 'suffering subject' in need of development through peace parks was substituted for the 'poaching subject' who deserves to die. This poaching subject disturbs the dreams that peace parks are supposed to embody: spaces of peace, harmony, development, economic growth, and, most importantly, as spaces inhabited by charismatic and 'perfect' animals, not fallible humans who are not 'a good thing for the earth of course'. In the process, online participants believe they surrender the self to a project that is larger than the self, within which one can be an environmental hero while condoning violence and death.
This situation is reminiscent of the 'state of exception' that Giorgio Agamben has written about. 98 Peace parks and other conservation areas in these online discourses function exactly according to the 'vision' that the founders of the PPF laid out and wanted to be recognized by future generations. These are dream spaces -a concept that consistently returns in the peace parks discourse 99 -that focus on the future and in which the violence of the past and contradictions of the present do not have a role. They build on and extend older dynamics of what David Hughes refers to as the 'imaginative project of colonization' where whites and 'euro-Africans had to imagine the natives away' in order to craft 'an idea of settler-as-nature-lover'. 100 
Conclusion
The different dimensions of green violence discussed in this article are closely interrelated. Discursive and material violence, especially, are intimately connected and have been so for a long time in relation to wildlife conservation in Africa, as also argued by Roderick Neumann: 'The discursive construction of the African poacher/Other and the normalization of shoot-on-sight directives create a potent moral geography centred on African national parks as ground zero in the war to protect global biodiversity.' 101 Our analysis confirms Neumann's conclusion, but adds several significant dimensions that become apparent when we connect the current rhinopoaching crisis to a larger context of building and defending peace parks. The first point is that the concept of 'social violence' signifies that actors are willing to engage in a broad range of violent tactics to support their objectives of biodiversity conservation. This is the reason why we posit the concept of 'green violence' to capture but also go beyond 'green militarization'.
Secondly, we suggest that this willingness to engage in green violence should be seen in a context of how violence more generally manifested in the historical context of Southern Africa through to the present, and the various forms it took under different socio-political and environmental contexts. The positing of peace parks as a way to forget about violent pasts in order to focus on a utopian future ensured that discussion of the impact of such violence was avoided. Or rather, following Veena Das, the current lived experience of historical violence is both refused a voice and revealed 'through a proliferation of words that drown out silences that are too difficult to bear'. 102 The PPF, as we showed, is particularly well known for its dominant, celebratory discourse in support of peace parks conceptualized as dreamscapes of harmony, collaboration, and understanding. 103 As the PPF and other actors tied the legacies of important elites into the success of peace parks, so it became even less possible to accept and deal with the past. In turn, we suggest that not dealing politically with historical violence results in pent-up frustration that in turn increases the prospects for the types of green violence that we witness today.
Thirdly, we argue that the historical political economy of peace parks not only increased the prospects for, but indeed legitimizes and encourages 'green violence'. The consistent positing of peace parks as ideal spaces, through which deep-seated colonial and mostly white anxieties and hopes for a 'pure' and 'pristine' Africa continue to be recycled, places those that rupture the dream in a space of exception where neither the aspirations of the dream nor the legal right to life apply. 104 Humanity is stripped from those that violate the 'imaginative project' leading to the legitimation and celebration of violent death. It is these forms of green violence that threaten the core of what peace
